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Ver sus

PRESTI GE  FI NANCI AL SERVI CES  CORPORATI ON;
PRESTI GE MORTGAGE CORPCORATI ON; STERLI NG BANK,
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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Alexandria. T.S. Ellis, Ill, District Judge.
(CA-96-744- A

Submtted: My 14, 1998 Deci ded: May 21, 1998

Bef ore WDENER and M CHAEL, GCircuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Ellis S. Frison, Jr., Appellant Pro Se. Robert J. Zel nick, SZABO
ZELNI CK & ERICKSON, P.C., Wodbridge, Virginia, Bernard Joseph
Di Muro, DI MJURO, A NSBERG & LI EBERVAN, P.C., Al exandria, Virginia;
Traci Hel ene Mundy, VENABLE, BAETJER & HOMRD, MLean, Virginia,
for Appell ees.



Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's final order di sm ssing
his civil action and rel ated orders.” W have reviewed the record
and the district court's opinions and find no reversible error. Ac-
cordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Frison

v. Prestige Financial Servs. Corp., No. CA-96-744-A (E.D. Va. Aug.

26, 1996; Nov. 13 & 21, 1996; Jan. 10, 1997). W deny the "notion
for declaratory judgnent and restitution” and di spense with oral
argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.

AFFlI RVED

“Inits final order dismssing the action, the district court
al so deni ed Appel | ant' s suppl enental clains for trespass and to add
his wife as a party, and his notion for a tenporary injunction.
Appel | ant al so appeals the district court's revised order entered
on Novenber 21, 1996, the previous order entered Novenber 13, which
was revised, and a prior order entered August 26, 1996. Like the
final order, we affirm the Novenber 13 and 21 orders on the
reasoni ng of the district court. We deny relief on the August 26
order because we find no reversible error in the clainms dismssed
by the district court and because Appellant was granted | eave to
and did file an anended conpl ai nt.



